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REPLY COMMENTS OF ADVANCED TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORFPORATION,
LL SYSTEMS, TNC. AND FIRST PHONE OF NEW _ EN NC.

Advanced Telecommunications Corporation and its wholly-owned
subsidiaries, BAmericCall Systems, Inc. and First Phone of New
England, Inc. (collectively “ATC"), by their undersigned counsel,
hereby submit these reply comments concerning the Commission's
proposal to forbid the use of "“o+" dialing in conjunction with
proprietary IXC calling cards. As shown below, the Commission does
not have to recuire IXCs to share billing and validation

information with each other to soiVe the calling card conundrum.
Rather, the Commission merely needs to ensure that common carriers
comply with the non~discrimination provisions of the Communications
Act.

T. TRE RECORD SUFFORTS A SOLUTION WHICH PREVENTS
UNFAIR EXPLOITATION OF MARKET SHARE WHILE

PROTECTING PROPRIETARY INFORMATION.
Various IXC and LEC comments in this proceeding have proven
the compelling need to correct the disequilibrium ¢reated by AT&T's
inheritance of the Bell System calling card basze and its deft
conversion of this shared resource into a "proprietary" calling
card base. The initial comments further demonstrate that although
Bellcore's CIID card issuance scheme has an abstract appeal, it is
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nul a wurkable plan for a marketplace with mere than one carricr.
This i{s ba=ause =f ATLTIm avarwhelming and, lika ita oalling
card base, lnherited — dominance Lo Y0+% presubscripeion for publie
telephones.1

Finally, the initlal comments demonstrate The important public
interest considerations in:

1. Preserving "0+" as an access alternative for calling ¢ard

calls from public locations;

2. Allowing IXCs to issue proprietary calling cards usable

by that IXC and no other carrier; and

3. Ensuring that AT&T's customers and its competitors do not

suffer unfairly as a result of AT&T's schemes to
remonopolize "0+" presubscription and mislead consumers
info destroying their LEC joint use calling cards.

Rll of Llicwow puwblic Libeivese neris way ks mad using a plon
which is easy to administer and in harmony with the Communications
Act. The solution, which will not require AT&T to share its
proprietary customer information with its competitors, involves two
cimpla gtape:

1. AT&T must be ordered immediately to either offer

validation and billing services to all common carriers or

to no carrier; and

'As described in PhoneTel Technologies' initial comments,
despite the Consent Decree's equal access requirements, until 1989
AT&T had a complete monopoly on "0+" interLATA traffic from BOC and
GTE payphones. The inertia produced by this five year head start
obviously benefite ATAT today, eince 80% of public phonas are still
presubscribed to AT&T. See PhoneTel Technologies' comments at 4,
fn 4.
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2. AT&T must be ordered to reissue its calling cards with
new and correct dialing instructions and inform its
vuslomers Lhal wiiveisally acceptalle “0+" calling cards

are available from their local telephone company.

II. AT&T'S PROVISION OF WLIDB-~LIEKE" VALIDATION I8 A
COMMUNICATIONS SERVICE SUBJECT TO TITLE II OBLIGATIONS.

Less than two months ago, the Commission confirmed that LEC
LIDB validation services are common carrier communications services
subject to the non-discriminatien requirements of Title II of the
Communications Act.? Saveral commenting parties have demonstrated
how AT&T's provision of validation service to LECs is functionally
equivalent to LIDB service and is therefore a communications
service subject to the non-discrimination provisions of Title II of
the Communications Act.’ These parties illustrate how the
Commission's LIDB analysis applies "with equal force to the
izzuance, use and validation of ATET's CIID cards," and argue
persuasively that the Commission has jurisdiction to solve the CIID

card problem by enforcing Section 202(a) of the Act.®

’policies and Rules Concerning Local Exchange Carrier
Validation and Billing Information for Joint Use Calling Cards, CC
Docket No. 91-115, FCC 92-168, Repo Request for
Supplemental Comment, released May 8, 1992.

3see, e.g., Comments of BellSouth at 2; Pacific Bell Comments
at 3-%; Value Added Communications Comments ab 3-4,

“BellSouth Comments at 3.

Value Added Communications Comments at 4.

3
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A. ATET is violating the Communications Act by
Offering validation and Billing Services Only

To LECa and Balected IXCs.

There is an important coroilary +to the- statutory analysis
provided by BellSouth and others. Today AT&T provides CIID
validation services to all LECs and two IXCs, Assuming AT&T
roefuoec to charo acaaee to its CIID card database with competitors
other than local exchange carriers, Airione ana Aiascom, ALl has
a duty under the Communications Act to cease providing CIID card
validation service to any carrier.

B. If AT&T Desires to Prevent Its IXC Competitors
From Validating Its CIID Cards, It Must Stop

Allowing Any LEC or IXQ to Validate Tts Card.

AT&T can no longer have it both ways. Either the CIID card is
proprietary or it must be available to any carrier choosing to
accept it. This choice may be left to AT&T. AT&T could render
AT&T's card truly proprietary, thereby satisfying its Title II
obligations, and the objectives of all others concerned. There
would be benefits for AT&T. AT&T would protect its proprietary
information. AT&T would finally have a genuine reason td instruct
its customers in the use of 10XXX access. This is because
intralATA calls dialed on a "0+" basiis would be routed to LECs, who
would not accept the AT&T CIID card. Since the average caller does
not know if his call crosses a LATA boundary, callers would soon
realize that the 10288 access code wbuld need to be dialed each
time the card was utilized. The differences bhetween proprietary
access code calling cards and "0+" LEC joint use calling cards
would finally become clear to millions of customers formerly misled

4
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by AT&T. Once these differences were understood, consumers would
have an easy choice — either they would select a LEC joint use
calling card utilizing "0+" access, or they would select an IXC
proprietary calling card usable only with an access code.

It might appeér counter-intuitive to require "10288 + OV
dialing from lines already presubscribed to AT&T. However, under
the plan set forth above, AT&T customers would still have the
option to dial "0+" from lines presubscribed to AT&T, subject to
their understanding that no other carrier, IXC or LEC, weuld accept
the AT&T calling card. ATC believes this a burden AT&T's customers
¢an live with. ATC's customers already do,

III. WIDESPREAD AVAILABILITY OF LEC CALLING CARDS
WILL ENSURE FUTURE VIABILITY QF "0+' DIALING.

The Commission has tentatively concluded to implement a system
of Bllled Party Preference and ls secklng vumwenls oo how such «
scheme would work. <Central to the workability of Billed Party
Preference is the use of "0+" dialing to route interLATA calls to
the bllled party's preferred carrler. TL ls obvious Lhal Billed
Party Preference would have limited utility in a world where the
majority of interexchange calls are dialed using access codeé.
However, once LECs stop accepting the AT&T card for intralATA
calls, their own joint use calling cards will become essential for
callers who wish to continue dialing calls on a “0+" basis. Thus,
LECs and their calling cards can fill any gaps left once AT&T ends
its discriminatory validation practices. Widespread availability

of joint use cards would preserve "0+ dialing.
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IV. CONCLU3ION.
For the recasons stated above, ATC urges the Commission to

order AT&T to comply with its non-discrimination obligations and

@ithar npen np its TN rAard datahase tn All cAarrisars or oease

providing validation services to any carrier.

Respectfully submitted,

ADVANCED TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
AMERICALL SYSTEMS, INC.
FIRST PHONE OF NEW ENGLAND, INC.

wye DA M/{?ﬁf

“Douglas F. Brent

Associate Counsel

10000 Shelbyville Road
Louisville, Kentucky 40223
(502) 244-7490

Date: June 17, 1992
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Larry Moreland

President
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Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, NW
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Attorney for International
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Douglas N. Owens
4705 16th Street, NW
Seattle, WA 98105

Attorney for Northwest Pay
Phone Association

Gail L. Polivy

1850 M Street, NW
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Washington, DC 20036

Attorney for GTE Service
Corporation
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Lawrence E. Sarjeant
Randall s. Coleman
1020 19th Street, KW
Suite 700

Washington, DG 20036

Attorneys for U.S8. Weat
Communications, Inc.

James P. Tuthill

Nancy C. Woolf

140 New Montgomery Street
Room 1523

San Francisco, CA 94105

Attorneys for Pacific Bell and
Nevada Bell

Richard E. Wiley

Danny E. Adanms

Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, NW
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Attorneys for Competitive
Telecommunications Assoc.

James L. Wurtz
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John M. Goodman
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Washington, DC 20006
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Telephone Companies

Floyd S. Keene

Michael S. Pabian
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2000 W. Ameritech Center Drive
Horrman Estates, LL 6U0L1l96=1025

Attorneys for the Ameritech
Operating Companies

Leon M. Kestenbaum

H. Richard Juhnke
1850 M Street, NW
11th Floor
Washington, DC 20036

Attorneys for Sprint
Communications Company L.P.

Jean L, Kiddoo
Swidler & Berlin
3000 K Street, NW
suite 300

Washington, DC 20007

Attorneys for Zero Plus
bialing, Inc.
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Ann P. Morton
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Patrick A. lLee

William J. Balcerski
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John A. Ligon
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Corporation

Andrew D. Lipman
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing REPLY COMMENTS

OF ADVANCED TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION, AMERICALL SEYSTEMS, INC.

AND FIRST PHONE OF NEW ENGLAND, INC. were sent via first-class mail

on this vhe 178k day sf June, 1002,

QOM 7 W/ﬁ‘é

DougYas F. Brent

Cheryl Tritt, Chief

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications
Commission

1213 M Slricel, NW

Room 500

Washington, DC 20554

James D. Schlichting, Chief

Pollcy and Program Planning
Division

Federal Communications
Commission

19192 M Street, NWW

Room 544

Ruth Milkman, Deputy Chief

Policy and Program Planning
Division

Federal Communications
Commission

1919 M, Street, NW

Room 544

Washington, DC 20554

Gary Phillips

Palicv and Preogram Planning
Division

Federal Communications
Commission
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Room 544

wWashington, DC 20554
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Downtown Copy Center

Federal Communications
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1919 M Street, NW
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Washington, DC 20554

William B. Barfield
Richard M. Sbaratta
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Atlanta, GA 30367-6000

Attorneys for Bellsouth
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Francine J. Berry

Mark C. Rosenblum
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Mitchell F. Brecher

Dow. Lohnes & Albertson
1255 Twenty=Third Street

Washington, DC 20037-1194

ldeesrpay far Dhamaisl
Technologies, Inc.



